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Sir: 

In response to the Official Action mailed January 15, 2003, the following remarks are 
submitted. 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above-referenced application are respectfully 
requested. Claims 1-26 are unchanged and remain pending in the application. 

A Drawing Change Authorization Request is concurrently submitted to correct an 
informaUty in Figure 2. 

Claims 1-26 stand rejected under 35 USC 102(e) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,134,709 to 
Pratt. This rejection is respectfully traversed. The following is a comparison between the 
independent claims and the applied reference. 

Independent claims 1, 10, 14 and 23 are directed to arrangements for issuing commands 
for management programs having respective command formats, based on a received generic 
command from a user. In particular, each claim specifies that a generic command is validated 
based on identifying, within a command parse tree, an element as a best match relative to the 
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generic command. Each independent claim also specifies that a prescribed command for a 
selected one of the management programs is issued based on the identified element: in particular, 
claims 1 and 14 specify "issuing a prescribed command of a selected one of the management 
programs according to the corresponding command format, based on the identified one element"; 
claims 10 and 23 specify " a plurality of translators configured for issuing commands for the 
management programs according to respective command formats, the parser [or validating 
means] outputting a prescribed command to a selected one of the translators based on the 
identified one element". 

Hence, each of the independent claims specify that, upon identifying an element as a best 
match relative to the generic command, a prescribed command is issued for one of the 
management programs and according to the command format for the corresponding management 
program. These and other features are not disclosed in the applied reference, and as such 
distinguish the independent claims fi-om the applied reference. 

Applicant traverses the rejection of the independent claims: Pratt does not disclose 
"issuing a prescribed command of a selected one of the management programs according to the 
corresponding command format , based on the identified one element," as specified in claims 1 
and 14. Although Pratt discloses a method and apparatus for parsing commands using a parse 
tree, the Official Action fails to identify the presence of any management programs having 
respective command formats, where the generic command is mapped to a prescribed command 
for a selected management program having a corresponding command format . In particular, the 
Official Action merely states in paragraph 2, page 2, that Pratt teaches "issuing a prescribed 
command based on the matched element (Column 1, lines 26-31). Claim 14 corresponds directly 
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with Claim 1 and is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 1." Claims 1 and 14, however, 
specify the distinguishing feature of issuing a prescribed command of a selected management 
program (from multiple management programs having respective command formats ) according 
to the corresponding command format . 

Hence, claims 1 and 14 are distinguishable from Pratt. Hence, the § 102(e) rejection of 
these claims must be withdrawn because the reference does not teach each and every element of 
these claims. 

Further, the rejection of claims 10 and 23 (and dependent claims 5 and 18) must be 
withdrawn because the the rejection fails to address the claimed translators. The Official Action 
merely states on page 4 that "Claims 10 and 23 correspond directly with Claims 1 and 5-9 and is 
rejected for the same reasons as these Claims." 

However, claims 10 and 23 each specify "a plurality of translators configured for issuing 
commands for the management programs according to respective command formats , the parser 
[or the validating means] outputting a prescribed command to a selected one of the translators 
based on the identified one element." Pratt does not disclose the claimed translators. Further, 
the rejection fails to identify the presence of the claimed translators in the applied reference. 

For these and other reasons, the § 102(e) rejection of claims 10 and 23 (and dependent 
claims 5 and 18) should be withdrawn. 

Hence, the § 102(e) rejection of claims 1-26 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-26 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,134,709 
to Pratt and U.S. Patent No. 5,864,843. This rejection is respectfully traversed because § 103(c) 
specifies that Pratt is not available as a reference. 
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In particular, the subject application No. 09/604,880 and U.S. Patent No. 6,134,709 to 
Pratt were, at the time the invention of Application 09/604,880 was made, owned by Cisco 
Technology, Inc. 

Hence, the §103 rejection of claims 1-26 should be withdrawn. 

In view of the above, it is believed this application is in condition for allowance, and such 
a Notice is respectfully solicited. 

To the extent necessary, AppUcant petitions for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 
1.136. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this paper, 
including any missing or insufficient fees under 37 C.F.R. 1.17(a), to Deposit Account No. 
50-1 130, under Order No. 95-427, and please credit any excess fees to such deposit account. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Leon R. Turkevich 
Registration No. 34,035 



Customer No. 23164 
Date: April 14, 2003 
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